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s%ctiorup U(e) and (f) of zuAa?b XIII grovidev! 



Q’ 

-39 March 21, 1983 

not 4%ame%d th0 YalW of all ix&lmm3~ 
in #a43 lapd less la% tax&l0 YalW of 
the interariit OF any local g4IFvf2rnuient 
ascertained as prov.i.d0d in 80ctions 
11(a) to 11 (es), inclwiv%, of this 
Article. u 
Fran the goregoing, it Is clear that a tiaxable 

posseosory interest can exist Bers anlam the leasaep tit3 BIB2 
is cs!aaraMiaktd as a lease 2or agricultural parpo~e. 

2. If a post3amory id3mw-t can exist (and does), 
would th0 prGduction of turfgrass fall wflaa thea scope of the3 
meaning of the phras0, u . . .oth0r than a ltw3e for agricultural 

urposes and an Srttereat of a local gem-t,. . . ‘ii as stated 
8%ction 11 (f) of 4irtiCl% XIII of th% state constitutfon? 



Hr. James Hqles 

c _. 

&harch 31, 1983 
0 



l4axch 21, 1983 

in 2,_abcm3, that the _. &WW%r: Siaca I have coacluded 
Lease to BIPC is sot ot2mr ttma 3 lease for agruu.ltural 
purpxms, fsLPC*s leasehold is not a taxab1~ possessory izterast 
updex SectAn U(f) of 2!Jctitie xxr~. 

Aaswer: As imiicatad above, blUne8 heid that tif 
grass is 8~WartrserysSand forllsauts*thc grwixg 
-0p exe3zQtion. 
lW5st?CL 

As such, it is persoaal &mpertJOfth@ 
Sara Star v. Christin, (1939) 14 Cal. 2316 592. As I 

ti oonc.Iuhd ear err hwever, I don't believe that B l.mm which 
pr;aits Me growing of turf, grasses8 and aimilarcxops fs 
"0the.r than a lease for agricm.Ittnxl purposes". 

vsry truly yoursr 

bC: &lr.GordonP- Meti 
&. RsabexkH. Gustafson 
Mr. Verne Walton 
Legal Section 


